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Sir: 

The Office Action mailed November 21, 2006, has been carefully reviewed and the 
following remarks have been made in consequence thereof. In response to the election 
requirement set forth in the OfHce Action, Applicants elect for prosecution in this application 
all claims of Group I as identified in the Office Action. Claims 1-3, 6, 7, 9-13, 16, 17, 19 and 
20 are in the elected claim group. 

The restriction requirement is traversed because the inventions set out by the claims in 
Groups I and II clearly are related. It is believed that a thorough search and examination of 
either claim group would be relevant to the examination of the other group. In addition. 



requirements for restriction are not mandatory under 35 U.S.C. Accordingly, reconsideration 
of the restriction requirement is requested. 

Regarding the Election of Species requirement, the Office Action appears to identify 
two species, and an election of species was imposed. More specifically, it appears a 
restriction to one of Species I, drawn to the current sensor of Figure 1, and Species II, drawn 
to the current sensor of Figure 3 was imposed. 

In response, Applicants elect, with traverse, to prosecute the invention of Species I as 
illustrated in Figure 1. Claims 1-3, 6, 7, 10-13, 16, 17, and 20 are believed to read on ttie 
elected Species I. 

The election is made with traverse because the Office Action nowhere identifies any 
difference between any of the Species, and nowhere explains how the identified Species are 
regarded to be patentably distinct. Rather, the Office Action simply states that the species are 
independent or distinct because they are mutually exclusive. Applicants are aware of no 
authority, however, and Hob Office Action cites none, that allow an election requirement to be 
made on such a basis. The requirement for election is therefor traversed because the Office 
Action fails to set forth any basis for the election requirement (i.e., any explanation for why 
the species are regarded as independent inventions, why one of the species would require a 
separate and independent search or, how an unreasonable burden is otherwise placed on the 
Examiner). 

Moreover, requirements for election are not mandatory under 35 U.S.C. 121, and 
Applicants accordingly request reconsideration and withdrawal of the election requirement. 
To the extent that the election requirement is maintained, however, Applicants request that a 
proper basis for the election requirement be established on the record. Applicants also 
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request another full and fair opportunity for Applicants to respond to the requirement if and 
when an adequate basis therefor is set forth. 

The pending claims are believed to define patentable subject matter. Favorable action is 
respectfully solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Reg. No. 51,357 

Armstrong Teasdale LLP 

One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600 

St. Louis, MO 63012 

(314)621-5070 
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